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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This non-final office action is in response to the amendment filed 27 April 2005. 

2. Claims 1-99 are pending. Claims 1, 21, 40, 61, and 81 are independent The 
rejection of claims 1-99 has been withdrawn. 



Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC §112 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claims 7,11, 24, 28, 45, 51 , 65, 71 , 84, and 91 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2, 
second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly 
claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claims 7, 1 1 , 24, 28, 45, 51 , 65, 71 , 84, and 91 disclose the conversion of data, 
including date data and currency data, to canonical form. These claims are rendered 
indefinite due to the lack of a description of what forms are considered standard, or 
canonical. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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6. Claims 1-4, 9-10, 14-23, 31 , 34-44, 49-50, 54-64, 69-70, 74-83, 88-89, and 93-99 
are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ohmura (US 6138149, 
filed 2 June 1998, patented 24 October 2000) and further in view of Pratt et al. (US 
6772141, filed 14 December 1999, patented 3 August 2004, hereafter Pratt). 

As per independent claim 1 , Ohmura discloses a method for processing an 
electronic document adapted for delivery to one or more recipients, the electronic 
document including a header and a body, the method comprising: 

• Processing the electronic document using a program to identify semantic foci 
(column 11, lines 4-20: Here, a user manually identifies semantic foci and a 
program assists in processing (extracting) the information) 

• Creating a meta-content index corresponding to the semantic foci (column 5, 
lines 20-27: Here, a database is used for storing indexed information comprising 
meta-content including image data and the address information) 

• Combining the meta-content index with the header and the body to provide an 
enhanced document (column 7, lines 1-10: Here, the index information is 
combined with the header and body to generate an enhanced document allowing 
a user to access data) 

Ohmura fails to specifically disclose identifying semantic foci automatically. Pratt 
discloses automatic identification of semantic foci (column 9, lines 5-41). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to have combined Ohmura's method with Pratt's method, since it 
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would have allowed a user to obtain a weighted listing of documents (Pratt: column 9, 
lines 5-41). 

As per dependent claim 2, Ohmura and Pratt disclose the limitations similar to 
those in claim 1, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Ohmura further 
discloses the method including sending the enhanced electronic document to one or 
more recipients (column 1 1 , lines 21 -26). 

As per dependent claim 3, Ohmura and Pratt disclose the limitations similar to 
those in claim 1 , and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Ohmura further 
discloses the method wherein the electronic document comprises an electronic mail 
document (column 1 1 , lines 40-63: Here, user B receives an enhanced email from user 
A. The email received by user B, then may act as an electronic document as specified 
by claim 1 . This email can then be further enhanced by user B, and sent on to other 
users C; column 4, lines 44-50 and column 5, lines 38-40: Here, the method of 
processing information requires that the information used as the electronic document be 
information be provided via a communication network. Further, an email is described as 
information received via a communication network). 

As per dependent claim 4, Ohmura and Pratt disclose the limitations similar to 
those in claim 3, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Ohmura further 
discloses the method including converting the electronic mail document to a markup 
language format and wherein the meta-content index comprises one or more objects 
expressed in the markup language adapted for presentation with body in the enhanced 
document (Figure 9; column 16, line 58- column 7, line 10: Here, the meta-content index 
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object (45) is expressed in an electronic mail message (44). This email message is in a 
markup language format, as it is able to display the meta-content index from the markup 
language displayed in the browser (40)). 

As per dependent claim 9, Ohmura and Pratt disclose the limitations similar to 
those in claim 1, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Ohmura discloses the 
method wherein the semantic foci includes a plurality of types of information, the 
plurality of types including one or more of email addresses, URLs, dates, currency 
values, organization names, names of people, names of places, names of products, 
names of drugs, names of sports teams, names of diseases, and phone numbers 
(column 5, lines 20-27: Here, address information of the information provider (URL) is 
disclosed). 

As per dependent claim 10, Ohmura and Pratt disclose the limitations similar to 
those in claim 9, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Pratt further discloses 
the method wherein the meta-content index comprises entries sorted by the plurality of 
types (column 9, lines 5-41 : Here, names of products (brand names), a type, is 
disclosed). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to have combined Ohmura and Pratt's method with Pratt's method, 
since it would have allowed a user to easily obtain clusters of related information (Pratt: 
column 9, lines 5-41). 

As per dependent claim 14, Ohmura and Pratt disclose the limitations similar to 
those in claim 1, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Ohmura further 
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discloses the method including associating hyperlinks with the semantic foci, and 
incorporating the hyperlinks into one of the meta-content index and the body (column 5, 
lines 20-27: Here, the semantic foci has an address information of the information 
provider (hyperlink) associated to the meta-content index). 

As per dependent claim 15, Ohmura and Pratt disclose the limitations similar to 
those in claim 1 , and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Pratt further discloses 
the method wherein the labels facilitating parsing of the enhanced document are used 
(column 9, lines 5-41 : Here, when a document is parsed, semantic foci are labeled 
(flagged) with special field numbers based upon their topic. These labels are used for 
clustering related documents together). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to have combined Ohmura and Pratt's method with Pratt's method, 
since it would have allowed a user to easily obtain clusters of related information (Pratt: 
column 9, lines 5-41). 

As per dependent claim 16, Ohmura and Pratt disclose the limitations similar to 
those in claim 1, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Ohmura further 
discloses an electronic document attachment (column 2, lines 43-49), and analysis of 
information (column 1, line 66- column 2, line 13: Here, analyzed information has a 
summary generated). 

As per dependent claim 17, Ohmura and Pratt disclose the limitations similar to 
those in claim 1 , and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Ohmura further 
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discloses the method of generating a summary (column 1, line 66- column 2, line 13), 
and including information within an enhanced document (column 7, lines 1-10). 

As per dependent claim 18, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claims 16 and 17. Claim 18 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 

As per dependent claim 19, Ohmura and Pratt disclose the limitations similar to 
those in claim 1, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Ohmura further 
discloses the method wherein the header includes text suggesting a key subject 
(column 3, lines 4-16), and including generating a summary of the electronic document 
based upon the key subject (column 1, lines 66- column 2, line 13), and including 
information in the enhanced document (column 7, lines 1-10). 

As per dependent claim 20, Ohmura and Pratt disclose the limitations similar to 
those in claim 1 , and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Ohmura further 
discloses the method including a summary of all or part of the electronic document 
(column 1 , lines 66- column 2, line 13) and a meta-content index (column 5, lines 20- 
27). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to have combined Ohmura and Pratt's method with Ohmura's 
method, since it would have allowed a user to store the summary (Ohmura: column 5, 
lines 28-37). 

As per independent claim 21 , the applicant discloses the limitations similar to 
those in claims 1, 2, 9, and 10. Claim 21 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 
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As per dependent claim 22, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 3. Claim 22 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 

As per dependent claim 23, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 4. Claim 23 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 

As per dependent claim 31 , the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 14. Claim 31 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 

As per dependent claim 34, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 15. Claim 34 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 

As per dependent claim 35, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 16. Claim 35 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 

As per dependent claim 36, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 17. Claim 36 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 

As per dependent claim 37, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 18. Claim 37 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 

As per dependent claim 38, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 19. Claim 38 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 

As per dependent claim 39, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 20. Claim 39 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 

As per independent claim 40, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to 
those in claim 1. Claim 40 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 

As per dependent claim 41 , Ohmura and Pratt disclose the limitations similar to 
those in claim 40, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Ohmura further 
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discloses preparing the enhanced document for delivery to one or more recipients 
(column 7, lines 1-10). 

As per dependent claim 42, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 2. Claim 42 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 

As per dependent claim 43, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 3. Claim 43 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 

As per dependent claim 44, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 4. Claim 44 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 

As per dependent claim 49, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 9. Claim 49 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 

As per dependent claim 50, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 10. Claim 50 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 

As per dependent claim 54, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 14. Claim 54 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 

As per dependent claim 55, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 15. Claim 55 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 

As per dependent claim 56, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 16. Claim 56 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 

As per dependent claim 57, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 17. Claim 57 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 

As per dependent claim 58, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 18. Claim 58 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 
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As per dependent claim 59, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 19. Claim 59 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 

As per dependent claim 60, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 20. Claim 60 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 

As per independent claim 61, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to 
those in claim 1, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Ohmura further 
discloses a computer, including an electronic mail client having programmatic resources 
for composing an electronic document having a header and a body, and for sending 
electronic documents to one or more recipients (Figure 9; column 1 1 , lines 4-20). Claim 
61 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 

As per dependent claim 62, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 41 . Claim 62 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 

As per dependent claim 63, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 3. Claim 63 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 

As per dependent claim 64, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 4. Claim 64 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 

As per dependent claim 69, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 9. Claim 69 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 

As per dependent claim 70, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 10. Claim 70 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 

As per dependent claim 74, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 14. Claim 74 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 
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As per dependent claim 75, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 15. Claim 75 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 

As per dependent claim 76, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 16. Claim 76 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 

As per dependent claim 77, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 17. Claim 77 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 

As per dependent claim 78, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 18. Claim 78 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 

As per dependent claim 79, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 19. Claim 79 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 

As per dependent claim 80, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 20. Claim 80 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 

As per independent claim 81 , the applicant discloses the limitations similar to 
those in claim 1. Claim 81 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 

As per dependent claim 82, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 3. Claim 82 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 

As per dependent claim 83, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 4. Claim 83 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 

As per dependent claim 88, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 9. Claim 88 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 

As per dependent claim 89, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 10. Claim 89 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 
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As per dependent claim 93, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 14. Claim 93 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 

As per dependent claim 94, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 15. Claim 94 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 

As per dependent claim 95, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 16. Claim 95 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 

As per dependent claim 96, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 17. Claim 96 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 

As per dependent claim 97, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 18. Claim 97 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 

As per dependent claim 98, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 19. Claim 98 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 

As per dependent claim 99, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 20. Claim 99 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 

7. Claims 5, 24; 45, 65, and 84 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ohmura and Pratt and further in view of Hong et al. (US 5710883, 
filed 10 March 1995, patented 20 January 1998, hereafter Hong). 

As per dependent claim 5, Ohmura and Pratt disclose the limitations similar to 
those in claim 3, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Ohmura and Pratt fail to 
specifically disclose a document in a format compliant with a standard MIME format. 
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However, Hong discloses a document in a format compliant with a standard MIME 
format (column 4, line 65- column 5, line 15). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to have combined Ohmura and Pratt's method with Hong's 
method, since it would have allowed an email to easily be sent in a standard format. 

As per dependent claim 24, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 5. Claim 24 is similarly rejected under Ohmura, Pratt, and Hong. 

As per dependent claim 45, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 5. Claim 45 is similarly rejected under Ohmura, Pratt, and Hong. 

As per dependent claim 65, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 5. Claim 65 is similarly rejected under Ohmura, Pratt, and Hong. 

As per dependent claim 84, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 5. Claim 84 is similarly rejected under Ohmura, Pratt, and Hong. 

8. Claims 6-7, 25-26, 46-47, 66-67, and 85-86 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Ohmura and Pratt and further in view of Engst ( Visual 
Quickstart Guide: Eudora For Windows & Macintosh , 1997). 

As per dependent claim 6, Ohmura and Pratt disclose the limitations similar to 
those in claim 1, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Ohmura and Pratt fail to 
specifically discloses the method including at least one date within the body, and 
including: 

• Identifying a document date within the header 
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• Associating a presentation attribute to the at least one date in the meta-content 
index, the presentation attribute based upon a temporal relationship between the 
document date and the at least one date 

However, Engst discloses: 

• Identifying a document date within the header (page 22: Here, a document date 
is the date the document, here, an email, is sent. Figure 13 shows the date a 
message was sent as "Mon, 23 Jun 1997 13:27:42 -0700." Further, a user is 
able to add the message to a queue to specify when to deliver a message) 

• Associating a presentation attribute to the at least one date in the meta-content 
index, the presentation attribute based upon a temporal relationship between the 
document date and the at least one date (page 24, Figure 18: Here, a message 
with several dates is shown. This message presents the date this message was 
sent to several users. The dates are displayed temporally, in that the latest date 
the message was sent is displayed near the top with prior dates being listed 
below the most recent date. The oldest date is displayed at the bottom of the 
date list) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to have combined Ohmura and Pratt's method with Engst method, 
since it would have allowed a user to visually track the origins of a document. 

As per dependent claim 7, Ohmura, Pratt, and Engst disclose the limitations 
similar to those in claim 6, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Engst further 
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discloses converting the at least one date to canonical form (page 24, Figure 18: Here, 
all the dates have a standard, canonical, form). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to have combined Ohmura, Pratt, and Engst's method with Engst 
method, since it would have allowed a user to visually track the origins of a document. 

As per dependent claim 25, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 6. Claim 25 is similarly rejected under Ohmura, Pratt, and Engst. 

As per dependent claim 26, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 7. Claim 26 is similarly rejected under Ohmura, Pratt, and Engst. 

As per dependent claim 25, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 6. Claim 46 is similarly rejected under Ohmura, Pratt, and Engst. 

As per dependent claim 26, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 7. Claim 47 is similarly rejected under Ohmura, Pratt, and Engst. 

As per dependent claim 25, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 6. Claim 66 is similarly rejected under Ohmura, Pratt, and Engst. 

As per dependent claim 26, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 7. Claim 67 is similarly rejected under Ohmura, Pratt, and Engst. 

As per dependent claim 25, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 6. Claim 85 is similarly rejected under Ohmura, Pratt, and Engst. 

As per dependent claim 26, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 7. Claim 86 is similarly rejected under Ohmura, Pratt, and Engst. 
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9. Claims 8, 27, 48, 68, and 87 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ohmura, Pratt, and Engst and further in view of Adler et al. (US 
6138130, filed 15 June 1998, patented 24 October 2000, hereafter Adler). 

As per dependent claim 8, Ohmura, Pratt, and Engst disclose the limitations 
similar to those in claim 6, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Ohmura, 
Pratt, and Engst fail to specifically disclose the method wherein the presentation 
attribute comprises color. However, Adler discloses the method wherein the 
presentation attribute comprises color (column 16, lines 17-25). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to have combined Ohmura and Pratt's method with Adler' s method, 
since it would have allowed a user to quickly differentiate between items (Adler: column 
16, lines 17-25). 

As per dependent claim 27, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 8. Claim 27 is similarly rejected under Ohmura, Pratt, Engst, and Adler. 

As per dependent claim 48, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 8. Claim 48 is similarly rejected under Ohmura, Pratt, Engst, and Adler. 

As per dependent claim 68, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 8. Claim 68 is similarly rejected under Ohmura, Pratt, Engst, and Adler. 

As per dependent claim 87, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 8. Claim 87 is similarly rejected under Ohmura, Pratt, Engst, and Adler. 
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1 0. Claims 1 1 , 1 3, 28, 30, 51 , 53, 71 , 73, 90, and 92 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ohmura and Pratt and further in view of 
Adler. 

As per dependent claim 1 1 , Ohmura and Pratt disclose the limitations similar to 
those in claim 9, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Ohmura and Pratt fail to 
specifically disclose the method wherein one of the types comprises currency values, 
and including converting the currency values to a canonical form. However, Adler 
discloses the method wherein one of the types comprises currency values, and 
including converting the currency values to a canonical form (column 7, lines 20-37). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to have combined Ohmura and Pratt's method with Adler's method, 
since it would have allowed a user to convert several forms of financial information 
(Adler: column 7, lines 20-37). 

As per dependent claim 13, Ohmura and Pratt disclose the limitations similar to 
those in claim 9, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Ohmura and Pratt fail to 
specifically disclose color coding based on type. However, Adler discloses color coding 
based on type (column 16, lines 17-25). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to have combined Ohmura and Pratt's method with Adler's method, 
since it would have allowed a user to quickly determine the object type for a particular 
cell (Adler: column 16, lines 17-25). 
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As per dependent claim 28, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 1 1 . Claim 28 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 

As per dependent claim 30, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 13. Claim 30 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 

As per dependent claim 32, Ohmura and Pratt disclose the limitations similar to 
those in claim 21, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Ohmura and Pratt fail 
to specifically disclose the method including adding presentation attributes to entries in 
the meta-content index according to the plurality of types. However, Adler discloses the 
method including adding presentation attributes to entries in the meta-content index 
according to the plurality of types (column 16, lines 17-25). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to have combined Ohmura and Pratt's method with Adler's method, 
since it would have allowed a user to quickly determine the object type for a particular 
cell (Adler: column 16, lines 17-25). 

As per dependent claim 33, Ohmura and Pratt disclose the limitations 
similar to those in claim 21 , and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Ohmura and 
Pratt fail to specifically disclose the method including adding presentation attributes to 
entries in the meta-content index with one of the plurality of types, according to 
relationships among the entries with the one of the plurality of types. However, Adler 
discloses the method including adding presentation attributes to entries in the meta- 
content index with one of the plurality of types, according to relationships among the 
entries with the one of the plurality of types (column 1 6, lines 1 7-25). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to have combined Ohmura and Pratt's method with Adler's method, 
since it would have allowed a user to quickly determine the object type for a particular 
cell (Adler: column 16, lines 17-25). 

As per dependent claim 51 , the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 11. Claim 51 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 

As per dependent claim 53, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 13. Claim 53 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 

As per dependent claim 71, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 1 1 . Claim 71 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 

As per dependent claim 73, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 13. Claim 73 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 

As per dependent claim 90, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 11. Claim 90 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 

As per dependent claim 92, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 13, Claim 92 is similarly rejected under Ohmura and Pratt. 

11. Claims 12, 29, 52, 72, and 91 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Ohmura and Pratt and further in view of Logan et al. (US 5732216, 
filed 8 January 1990, patented 24 March 1998, hereafter Logan). 

As per dependent claim 12, Ohmura and Pratt disclose the limitations similar to 
those in claim 9, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Ohmura and Pratt fail to 
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specifically disclose annotating the body. However, Logan discloses annotation 
document segments (column 19, lines 20-45). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to have combined Ohmura and Pratt's method with Logan's 
method, since it would have allowed a user to provide commentary on a document 
(Logan: column 19, lines 20-45). 

As per dependent claim 29, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 12. Claim 29 is similarly rejected under Ohmura, Pratt, and Logan. 

As per dependent claim 52, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 12. Claim 52 is similarly rejected under Ohmura, Pratt, and Logan. 

As per dependent claim 72, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 12. Claim 72 is similarly rejected under Ohmura, Pratt, and Logan. 

As per dependent claim 91 , the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 12. Claim 91 is similarly rejected under Ohmura, Pratt, and Logan. 

Response to Arguments 

12. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-99 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

The Pratt, Engst, and Adler references have been added to address the applicants 
arguments. Further, additional sections of the Ohmura reference have been cited to 
address the applicant's belief that Ohmura lacks email. The examiner directs the 
applicant to column 1 1 , lines 40-63. Here, user B receives an enhanced email from 
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user A. The email received by user B, then may act as an electronic document as 
specified by claim 1 . This email can then be further enhanced by user B, and sent on to 
other users C. Further, the examiner directs the applicant to column 4, lines 44-50 and 
column 5, lines 38-40: Here, the method of processing information requires that the 
information used as the electronic document be information be provided via a 
communication network. Further, an email is described as information received via a 
communication network. 

Further, the examiner has cited specific passages within references to address 
the applicant's concern about references not providing motivation to combine. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kyle R. Stork whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
4130. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday (8:00-4:30). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Stephen Hong can be reached on (571) 272-4124. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Kyle Stork 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 21 78 
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